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~different levels of proficiency in FL. The findings
i ---denved fmm this study have theoreucal as well
e as pedagoglcal xmphcatmns g

- Wit respect to theoretical 1mpIicatmns we can
t m my discussmn of evaluanon in readmg,

-howev;er, weré _od‘lﬁed w en we o}
fcorrelauons separatcly for each group.!
significant correlation was observedbe
MTELP and F/IO scores obtamed by
p<05) and M groups (1=.29, p<05): 1

idents to compre =émzl readmg texts
results were significant in the case of the Agroup ~“Presented in English, it is crucial to understand
(r-- 46, p<05). Overa,ll the results suggest 4 which types of sub-skills should be focused and

elat1onsh1p between the ablhty to«recogmzc factl used for EFL learners at the begmmng,
opinion : and the overall reading mmﬁéﬁéﬂﬁz@ MM@M@&éand advanced levels. Material
skill at the more advanced level of proﬁ.uepcy in designers and textbog;k writers can take the results
FL. Itis to be. noted that fh ;i‘Cl&tiOﬂShlﬂwthéﬁ# ﬁf@n%@'ﬁpdy into account. It seems that textbook

explored here seems to mcrease w1th?the W“MS Sl;lpuldprovzdl:spcc]ﬁctexts mcludmgfactl
s Renothecist vinion at advanced level. Clearly more research

ow | hght on the nature of sub~sk111s
‘e develc)pment of proﬁcmncy in

0

. M. (2002). On the relationship between Grammar
d FCE-TOEFL reading comprehension tests.
In fmeed;ngs of the first conference on issues
i in Engiwh language teaching in Iran. Tehran:
Facuity of Forelgn Languages, Umversuy of



RC test, we calculated the correlation between the
scores obtained by the participants on this test and
those received on the MTELP subtest. The
correlation was found to be significant (r=.6471,
p<.001), which was an index of the criterion-
related validity of the RC test.

Procedure

Three steps were taken in this study. First, the
MTELP was administered to the participants.
Next, the F/O test was distributed and the
participants were required to determine whether
the passages included factual information or the
author’s opinion. The difference between fact and
opinion was exp}amed using the following
guidelines:

Fact is that which is provable. An opinion is a
judgment. Thus, the sentence, ‘Her hair is black’
states a fact. The sentence, ‘Her hair i§ beautlful’
states an opinion. (Source: Cheek and Collms
1985). '

During the third step, after paltlupantq finished
determining whether the paragraphs represented
fact or opinion, they were asked to go through the
paragraphs again'and answer the 20 short-answer
comprehension questions (i.e., RC) that were
provided. The tests were all administered 16
participants in one session lasting about one and a
half hour.

The analysis of the data was carried out using
the t-test and the Pearson correlations formula.
First, all the obtained raw scores of the two tests
(i.e., MTELP and F/O) were standardized using
z—scores Second the means obtained on MTELP
and RC were compared using a t-test. Next, the
relationship between MTELP, F/O, and RC scores
was computed using the Pearson correlation
formula. Correlations were also computed for each
proficiency group (i.e., L, M, A) separately.

As indicated earlier in this paper, | the RC test-
was constructed to ensure that the 9 paragraphs‘f
were appropriate for the participants in terms of
their difficulty level. To determine thzs, the resnlts'
obtained by the participants on this :_teg_st Wct__'c:
compared with those received on MTBLPEEijSiﬁ“gia
t-test. The results show (Mg = 14.17 > Myypp p =
8.82, p< .001), the mean score obtained on RC
was mgmﬁcantly hlgher than tham tai

participants. o -

Due to the fact that the mghest score on MTELP "
was 20 and it was 9 on F/O, the s*cm‘a were
standardized using z-scores before computmg the
correlation, The correlation between MTELP and
F/Q test scores was found to be .3587 whlch was
mgmfmant The result presented in Table 1
mdlcated that there was a relatmnshlp .

‘Table 1. (,urreldtmn btmeen MTELP and F/O scores (z-scores)|
2 Correlation F/O
MTELP .3587(92)
p. .000

As mentioned earlier, the MTELP and iF/OE
correlation was also computed fbr ‘each
proficiency group separately. The results showed:
a significant correlation for group A (r— 46, p<05)
but not for groups | L (r=.13, p<. 05) and M (f‘" 29
p<.05) (see Table2)

Table2. Correlation between MTELP and F/O scores (z-scores) at
three levels of proficiency.

Group L Group M Group A
r=.1352(17) | r=.2988(57) | r=.4677(18)
p=.605 p=24 p=.05
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putit, lexical units seem to be the cIass:cal example :
i proﬁmency groups (i.e., two or three standard

i dcwatwns below the mean, L; one standard

for fact/opinion information.
Graney (1990) a_ttnbut-

()plmOI’l" (1990 P 148) In other words, Graney :
views the ability to determine fact and opinion as
one of the sub-skills of reading ablhty in skilled
readers. On the other hand, Harrison (1995) argues

it is naive or wrong to say that just because it is
1mportant to be able to discriminate betwcen fact

and opinion imagine that there are entlrely sepatate :

Ul n

sets of "fact d1scr1m1nat10n skills", opinion
discrimination skills", each of which needs to ;s%

“%&, ......

taught separately. Harrison (1995, P 10 focumg

on information skills and says, "Infoi:;n

part1c1pants were then assigned to three

v:atmn below or above the mean, M; two or

4 E:ilxee standard devmtmn abeve the mean. A). There

-re;' 17 partlclpants in group L 57 in group M,

. 18 in group A

: ﬁMatenals

The matenals used in this study were Michigan

"Test of English Language Proficiency (herein

referred to as ‘MTELP’) and nine paragraphs of

fact and opinion (herein referred to as ‘F/O"). The
MTELP consisted of five self-contained texts
__fcllowed by 20 muluple-chmce questions. The F/O
 consisted of nine paragraphs extracted by Graney

(1 990) from three newspapers: The New York

ot

b CTjizm The Wmhmgmn Post, and The th!adelphza

are those which enable one to select, @mﬁ; end,

i,

and mtegrate 1nformat10n, usually” 'FEQFI 7

of sources". In the present study re gem‘l. fratthai)

at finding out if there is any relatlonshlpabeﬁw
overall reading comprehension skill and the ﬁf)ﬁgt
to recognize fact and opinion in three Tevels of

proficiency in EFL. The results.ean enhance our
understanding of the cognltwev-eapabﬂmes%‘l

involved in L2 and FL. r_t_a_admg comprehension.

i1

Method &

Participants

 Participants were e 92 (31 male and 61 femalc) -
Tranian umversuy studcnts randomly ected from |
volunteers who were at the time majonng in
English at Khorasgan Azad University.

Participants’ level of proﬁc_lency _m Enghsh was

determined by the reading section of Michigan

Test of English Language Proﬁcuency (MTELP,

form Q) (Corrigan, et al 19795 The obtame.d; .
scores were converted to z-scores and the

Foreign Language Teaching Journal oy
iR A No.83.Summer.Vol.2 1ks

i Wfo]Towed by three alternatlves (Clact',
ore) decide’,

‘unable
‘opinion’) to be selected by the
partlmpants To ensure that the 9 paragraphs
included dominant factual information or an
of)iﬁ'ié%r'ﬁ}ée'university lecturers in TESOL were
aeked to read the passages. All three verified that

emery rxpardgrdph was clearly dominated by either
““fact or apinion.

To measure participants’ comprehension of the

~ nine paragraphs, twenty short-answer reading
=c:(n'n];)rehensmn questions were prepared (herein
referred to as ‘RC’). A comparison of the score
: ff)r these questmns with the mean score of the
- MTELP subtest would reveal the level of difficulty
of the.:pafagraphs for the participants. To estimate
the reliability of the RC test, the KR-21 formula
 was applied and the obtained reliability of the total
-'test (n-92) was found to be r=.71.

To measure the cntenon-related validity of the



refers to recagmzmg and interpreting the linguistic
features of the text (e 8. referents, word meanings,
discourse mdxcaiors) Hughes mamtamq that micro

but as a means r,)f 1mprov1ng macro skills, "

 In this context, Cummings (1983: i) adc)pts af

nuddle—gremnd position and maintains that "early
reading consists of interrelated sub,-skﬂls but ..

skilled reading is hchstlc" Accordmg to thzs _
position, sub-skills of reading comprehension are.
induced and dcveloped separately in childten-and *
later, by constant practice, they are fused into an.

mtegrated and holistic skill. Naturally, the

proponents of this position propose the testing of |
different sub—skills of reading comprehension

dunng the ﬁrst years of readmg instruction.

Critical cadin and recognition of fac

ence and "knowledge .

-admg also mvolves an

bacause tha Writer s pllrpOSe dlrectly affects the

: accompamed mfonnatzon is

way the textis constructed. In tlns context Graney'
(1990, p. 148) views the ablhty to determme
whether a text is fact or opinion as one of_gthe

_elements that contributes to a reader’s evalu ion

task He malntams that in demdlrig whethera text

1s fact or Opml()l'l a reader rehes on both hn u:;stw

fdetermmat]on The results of his exp&rlment_

showed that context, estabhshed Ihmugh
headlines, had a significant effect cm deienmnmg
fact’ and opinion. He further that readers use
specific types of words to make fact/bp on

' determinations. These mainly included ad_;ccn\ms ;
factual/counterfactual verbs, lmpllcatlve verbs and

modals Ku‘parsky and Klrparky (1976" Vlewcd

such as rmg:c, for example
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